As President of the Permanent International Court of Justice, Anzilotti had the opportunity both for privileged observation of the conduct of States and for direct influence over the course of international case-law. However, he distrusted incautious transfers into the international legal order of analyses or notions commonly accepted in domestic law. A great theoretician, along with Triepel, of legal dualism, he accordingly rigorously separated the municipal and international legal orders, and was always very concerned to emphasize the specific features of public international law, since its distinguishing facet is that it governs the relationships between legal subjects endowed with equal sovereignty.
The contribution of Anzilotti's work, though relatively slight as regards the sources of international law, (since for him by definition there is none apart from the will of States), is by contrast particularly rich when it comes to the general theory of international responsibility.
2 More than most of his contemporaries he codified, as it were, the content of these various constitutive elements in order to state the overall theory of classical positivism in relation to international responsibility. The syntax which he more or less formulated was subsequently taken up by the majority of authors, whether in connection with the act giving rise to responsibility, the conditions for attributing the act to the State as a person or, the legal consequences of the act having been committed, and dierefore, in particular, the various forms of reparation.
I.
Anzilotti's twofold objective of clarifying the theory of responsibility in international law and making it autonomous first emerged in connection with the act giving rise to responsibility. A great number of authors around the end of the last century, in particular jusnaturalists like Albert de Lapradelle -but also a considerable proportion of those claiming to be positivists -remained attached to the theory of fault, which had been inherited through municipal civil law from Roman law, or at least from the interpretation that the latter was commonly given at the time they were writing. But Anzilotti does not approach the question of the act giving rise to responsibility or the origin of responsibility from the viewpoint, close to legal philosophy, of the foundation of responsibility. On the contrary, it is through the technical conditions for attributing a wrongful act to the State that he comes up with the question of fault, in order to arrive at an objective conception of the internationally wrongful act In the French version of his Course of International Law, he puts it this way: Above all, one needs to determine of what the issue really consists. 'Malice and fault', in the proper senses of the words, express human will as a psychological fact, and one cannot therefore speak of them except in relation to the individual. The point is, subsequently, whether an action contrary to international law, in order to be imputable to the State, has to be caused by malice or of fault by individual agents; in other words, whether the latters' malice or fault is a condition laid down by the law in order for particular acts to lead to particular consequences for the State. Anzilotti saw many barriers to an affirmative answer to this question. Firstly, an act of an individualized agent of the State may be in absolute conformity with its municipal law while being at the same time an infringement of international law. Secondly, any search for fault is 'uncertain and fleeting' due to both its psychological components and the difficulty of correctly interpreting from an external viewpoint the relevant provisions of domestic law.
Returning, therefore, to the conceptions developed by Grotius, who was traditionally understood as an adherent to the idea that there is no responsibility or liability without fault, Anzilotti asserted that:
... in reality, this doctrine may equally be understood in the sense that international liability is born not of an act of an individual but of an act of the State; putting it better, that the act wrongful in the eyes of international law exists not for the mere reason that an offence has been committed, but for the reason that the agents have in this connection engaged in particular conduct.
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Anzilotti thus purifies the conception of the act giving rise to liability in order to free it of any subjective connotation or link with domestic legality, by providing it with an objective conception. The act or 'wrongful act' results only from the gap existing between the actual conduct of the State (by intermediary of its agents) and the substance of the rule of law applicable in the situation considered: 'the internationally wrongful act is an act contrary to objective international law',6 In other words, it is because it is imputed to the State that the individual fault is made an objective breach of law.
Reconciling logic and realism, Anzilotti pushes this conception to its ultimate consequences, thus, by rejecting legal fictions customarily maintained in order to attach to the State the internationally wrongful conduct of its individual agents: that oiculpa in eligendo, the deputed fault committed by it in choosing its agents, or of culpa in vigilando, or negligence committed in supervising their acts.
7 Notwithstanding, this sort of 'objective' conception of the act giving rise to responsibility should not be confused with so-called objective liability, namely that 'for activities not forbidden by international law' which is founded on a primary obligation to make reparation. 8 This legal construct has aroused a number of criticisms, particularly in its application to certain types of offence such as those provoked by omission; one may in particular think of the wrongful act constituted by the lack of diligence of the State, a contemporary example being the abstention by the authorities of the Islamic Republic of Iran in the initial stages of the taking hostage of American diplomats in Tehran. 9 It is submitted that another criticism that can be made is that this objective conception does not give a faithful account of all situations in which primary obligations make the legality of the conduct they cover depend on its conformity with certain motives or certain purposes, as can be found particularly, for example, with regard to conditions for nationalization of foreign private assets, the definition of aggression, orthe various specific applications of the principle of non-discrimination. 10 Nonetheless, for decisive reasons which shall be returned to later, Anzilotti's doctrine on this point rapidly secured the support of his contemporaries. We can subsequently find analyses thoroughly concordant with his, particularly in the general illicite au regard du droit international, n'existe pas pour la simple raison qu'un d£lit a 6t£ commis, mais pour la raison que les organes ont tenu, a tel egard, une certaine conduite.' G. Gidel, ibid., at 503. 6 Supra note 1, at 14. 7
Ibid., at 287; G. Gidel, supra note 2, at 501. courses given at The Hague Academy of International Law by various important authors in the 1930s.
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One might add that in fifty years the conception of the internationally wrongful act adopted by the International Law Commission on the basis of Professor Roberto Ago's remarkable reports, does not depart from Anzilotti's theories, but on the contrary completes their consecration; 12 even if one may note that the current special rapporteur, Professor Gaetano Arangio Ruiz, tends to favour partial reintroduction of fault, particularly in assessing the consequences of the implementation of the responsibility of States. 13 n.
The contribution Anzilotti made to analysing the conditions for attributing a wrongful act to a State occupies a fundamental place in his work on State responsibility. For it is in this connection that he manages to systematically isolate international law as an autonomous entity in relation to municipal law, the latter constituting for him (as caselaw was subsequently frequently to repeat) 'a mere fact'. More generally still, acts by an individual agent are one thing and the international obligations of the State on whose account he is acting are another. In the international legal order the State* s responsibility will be involved, only when individual conduct breaches an international norm prescribing particular conduct to the State:
... international law regards acts injuring or offending foreign States committed by individuals as individual acts not attributable to the State; but it combines with these acts particular international obligations, and corresponding duties; a liability of the State for a wrongful act, accordingly, arises not in consequence of the individual's action, but only from the failure to meet the obligations that international law combines therewith. We thus meet with a purified, simplified conception of attribution, which ... from the viewpoint of international law is nothing other than the consequence of the relationship of causality that exists between an act contrary to the law of nations and the activity of the State that is the author of that act.
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This sort of simplification clearly cannot have the effect of abolishing all relationships between municipal law and international law. But these relationships are more perceptible the more they are clarified. Thus, it is indeed the legal organization of the State itself that provides the conditions for associating an individual or agency with the State as a legal person. By being an agent of the State, an individual acting on its account is identified with it. But two clarifications are necessary.
On the one hand, imputation to the State of acts of individuals can come about only pursuant to rules of international law, which as we have seen remain indifferent to the subjective conduct of the author of the act as such, and call for a distinction between the individual's conduct and the international obligation on the State for whom he is acting. On the other hand, and there is no contradiction here, international law does not interfere with the circumstances of the State's internal organization, and is unable to establish whether the individual author of the act was or was not acting on behalf of the public authority concerned. In particular, international law remains indifferent to the distribution of competences among the various agents of the State, just as no credit can go to the notion that the State would exercise powers in the domestic order by delegation from international law. A consistent dualist, Anzilotti categorically rejected, in clear contrast with the ideas of Georges Scelle,' ** any idea of involvement of international law in the sphere of domestic law, noting instead that nothing is more repugnant to States than the idea of exercising powers 'granted' by international law. 17 Thus the attribution of the internationally wrongful act does not bind together the municipal and international legal orders, since one (the domestic order) determines whether the immediate author of the act under consideration is an agent, while the other (the international order) attributes to the act its quality of wrongfulness. But each of these two orders nonetheless retains its autonomy vis-a-vis the other, even if the wrongfulness of the act becomes invocable internationally by attribution to the State.
The durability of Anzilotti's ideas is certainly beyond doubt. One need not necessarily adhere to the dualist view of international law to note the reciprocal position of the two legal orders in the context of the law on imputation of the wrongful act. This can 
m.
The third major contribution by Dionisio Anzilotti to the general theory of international responsibility appears in the consideration he gives to its consequences, which for him lie essentially in the various aspects of reparation.
In this connection, Anzilotti analyses the notion of damage in international law not so much regarding the methods of reparation but with regard to the grounds forrecovery, (in particular States were responsible for whether moral damage or whether reparation for material damage should include interest). Here too, he puts things straight, distinguishing moral damage or legal harm, to which he pays special attention, from purely material damage, with both forms of harm being involved in the implementation of liability.
At the very beginning of his article in the Revue generate du droit international public in 1906, Anzilotti states that:
The breach of the international legal order committed by a State subject to that order thus gives rise to a duty of reparation, in general consisting of the restoration of the disrupted legal order.
He thus puts the stress on the non-material component of the damage, designated above with the term 'legal harm'. A little further on, he gives the following clarification:
The damage is implicitly contained in the anti-legal nature of the act The breach of the rule is in fact always an injury to the interest it protects, and in consequence also to the subjective right of the person to whom the interest belongs; all the more so since in international relations the damage is in principle more a moral one (ignoring the value and dignity of the State as person of the law of nations) than a material damage (economic or property damage in the true sense of the word). ' This last assertion is somewhat disputable, not only because property damage caused by breach of an international obligation may in fact be considerable, and is in practice very frequent, but also because material damage always implies a legal harm. This duality is brought out more clearly by Anzilotti's masterly analyses. He stresses first that the object of the liability is defined in a legal perspective before being material; and secondly that the damage more frequently overlaps with a breach of law than in municipal law. The institution of liability thus has a normative dimension, as much as a reparatory one, as its primary aim is to sanction the breach of law. Accordingly, it appears as an instrument intended to safeguard international legality; its very existence ensures a determining function for the application of norms within the international legal order, especially since there is no centralized institution competent to monitor respect for that law (this is still the case today, except in the sphere of application of the system of collective security, which was at Anzilotti's time only adumbrated imperfectly by the League of Nations).
We have sought to explain elsewhere, 20 that theoretical perspectives opened up by Anzilotti allowed a better understanding of the true object of the implementation of liability. It is not confined solely to reparation of the material damage on a basis of restitutio in integrum. More broadly, it aims at restoration of the situation, both legal and material, that existed, before commission of the act giving rise to it, between the two States involved in the liability relationship.
It is accordingly apparent that restoration, so understood, includes on the one hand restoration of the legal order anterior to the act, in order to guarantee the integrity of the law, and on the other reparation for damage suffered, in order to safeguard the victim's interests.
This twofold perspective is particularly important in order to understand the present developments in the law of States responsibility. As regards the responsibility for crimes of State as sketched out on the basis of Article 19 of the first part of the draft codification, in case of breach of imperative rules of international law, the ILC puts stress on the importance of liability as a means for verifying respect for legality by the international community. 21 This view also plays an important part in Professor Gaetano Arangio Ruiz's reports to the International Law Commission on the second part of the draft codification, devoted specifically to the content and implementation of liability. 22 It can thus be seen that Anzilotti' s analyses, far from having lost their pertinence, are meeting with renewed interest in current studies.
In conclusion, one can with hindsight readily understand Anzilotti's success and decisive influence as both a scholar and and practitioner. The general clarification of the theory of liability, although it simplified reality made it possible to guarantee the unity of the theory, as well as the efficacy of its application, by both States and international judges.
As long as fault, poorly freed from its origins in natural law, was kept as the basis for responsibility, a distinction was drawn, often in a confused manner, between actions giving rise to penal sanctions, and those that entailed only the duty of reparation. With the positivist school, on the contrary, implementation of responsibility is reduced without exception to reparation for the damage caused (although some break faith with Anzilotti's teaching, by tending to almost forget that in many cases where a breach is material it is at the same time legal, and that in every case it constitutes an attack on the law). As Professor Roberto Ago was later to explain in his report to the International Law Commission, for the majority view which supports the unity of the theory of responsibility (i.e. which makes no distinction between international, civil 23 and criminal responsibility), neither the form of reparation called 'satisfaction', nor even, in certain cases, the vestige of a punitive, penal aspect through the imposition of 'penal damages' on the State responsible, undermine the monolithic nature of the theory. Supporters of this view see nothing in these practices other than special modes of reparation, adapted to die specific nature of certain types of indemnifiable damage. 24 Up until the very recent past, the unity of the theory of responsibility was not only supported by the vast majority of legal scholars, but corresponded, and continues to do so, with international practice. It is only with the appearance of prospects for creating a responsibility for State crimes in public international law, bound up with breach of an imperative norm of general international law, that the dissociation of the penal and die purely reparatory elements in classical responsibility is being increasingly clearly envisaged; though it is not yet possible to say that this change has penetrated the sphere of positive law. 25 Essentially, however, even today, this unitary conception of responsibility reflects die prevailing agreement among States as to the role played by responsibility law in an international society of juxtapositioning powers. But despite die objective nature of die wrongful act in classical theory, that theory fundamentally remains a protector of sovereignties, because it is voluntarist: the State need make reparation only for the consequences of acts that clash with obligations in the creation or application of which it has participated, or at least to which it has consented.
Finally, Anzilotti's theory has one final but decisive advantage: it is practical. The simplification of the concept of wrongful act, the purification of the imputation link (reduced to a causal relationship) the unification of the object and the purpose of the responsibility, all have the effect of setting up reparatory machinery that is reliable and capable of empirical adjustment They supply the judge and the arbitrator with a reference framework and a panoply of effective operational concepts that in no way rule out their adjustment to the circumstances of the case. The entirely formal structure of the act giving rise to responsibility, of attribution and of reparation, has the further effect of greatly facilitating the furnishing of proof, both of the legal or illegal nature of the act and of its attribution to the State, in particular through the possible incorporation of the operation of certain presumptions.
Giving an account of the legal reality while simplifying it in order to render its practice smoother -in other words, building a useful theory -is that not, at least as far as historical circumstances permit, the secret of authors whose names will last? In any case, it certainly was Dionisio Anzilotti's.
